
STOP 



Early Journal Content on JSTOR, Free to Anyone in the World 

This article is one of nearly 500,000 scholarly works digitized and made freely available to everyone in 
the world by JSTOR. 

Known as the Early Journal Content, this set of works include research articles, news, letters, and other 
writings published in more than 200 of the oldest leading academic journals. The works date from the 
mid-seventeenth to the early twentieth centuries. 

We encourage people to read and share the Early Journal Content openly and to tell others that this 
resource exists. People may post this content online or redistribute in any way for non-commercial 
purposes. 

Read more about Early Journal Content at http://about.jstor.org/participate-jstor/individuals/early- 
journal-content . 



JSTOR is a digital library of academic journals, books, and primary source objects. JSTOR helps people 
discover, use, and build upon a wide range of content through a powerful research and teaching 
platform, and preserves this content for future generations. JSTOR is part of ITHAKA, a not-for-profit 
organization that also includes Ithaka S+R and Portico. For more information about JSTOR, please 
contact support@jstor.org. 



i54 YALE LAW JOURNAL 

Conveyance— Husband and Wife— Estate by Entirety. — In re 
Klatzl, N. Y. Law Journal, Oct. 20, 1915 (Court of Appeals).— He Id, 
land conveyed by a husband to himself and wife, although it is specified 
that they are to be tenants by entirety, is held by them as tenants in 
common. Collin, Hiscock, and Cardozo, JJ., dissenting. 

The majority holds that the husband and wife here held as tenants in 
common, because it is demonstrable that they are not joint tenants or 
tenants by entirety, and hold undivided shares. (See Washburn on Real 
Property, § 876.) The entire court agrees that they are not joint ten- 
ants, for even if the conveyance is regarded as made to two persons, 
by statute they do not hold as joint tenants, unless expressly so pro- 
vided in the deed. The majority holds that they are not tenants by 
entirety, for the basis of that estate is the common law unity of husband 
and wife, and since statutes have so far destroyed that unity as to enable 
a husband to convey to his wife, it does not exist in this respect, that it 
may be the recipient of an estate from one of its parts. The minority 
insists that mere implication will not uphold a destruction of the com- 
mon law rule, and hence the statute which authorizes a conveyance 
from husband to wife does not sunder the unity; so, there being a 
valid conveyance to the unity, an estate by entirety is created. That the 
conveyance was valid to create some estate in husband and .wife, the 
court takes for granted. (But see, to the effect that an attempted con- 
veyance from A to A and B vests the entire estate in B, Cameron v. 
Steves, 9 New Brunswick 141; Shep. Touchstone 82.) The point 
involved in this case appears to be novel. 
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Corporations — Liability of Directors — Misconduct towards Corpora- 
tion.— General Rubber Co. v. Benedict, 109 N. E. (N. Y.) 96. — The 
defendant; director of plaintiff corporation, failed to notify the plaintiff 
that funds of another corporation, in which it held most of the stock, 
were being misappropriated. Held, defendant was liable for breach of 
duty as a director. 

It is well recognized that the directors of a corporation are its agents. 
Cumberland Coal & Iron Co. v. Sherman et al., 30 Barb. 553- Ordinarily 
an agent is bound to inform his principal of matters material to his 
agency arising within the scope of his duties. Clark & Co. v. Bank of 
Wheeling, 17 Pa. St. 322. And he is liable for failure to do so. Brown 
v. Arrot, 6 W. & S. (Pa.) 402; Rogers v. Bradford, 1 Pin. (Wis.) 418. 
A director is bound to exercise as much care, as a director, as men ordi- 
narily exercise in their own affairs. Hun v. Cary, 82 N. Y. 65. In some 
states he is held to be in a position with reference to corporate property 
analogous to that of a trustee. Ryan v. Leavenworth, 21 Kan. 365. The 
principal case certainly goes as far as Hun v. Cary, supra, in holding a 
director to strict accountability. The decision seems to extend the gen- 
eral rule, which holds the agent only as to matters arising within the 
scope of his agency. 
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